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Supporting Country Action on the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas

Application for funding

SAMOA (Phase II)

	1. Country
	SAMOA

	2. Agency and/or ministry responsible for protected areas
	MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES and ENVIRONMENT (MNRE)

	3. CBD ratification date
	February 1994

	4. GEF OFP endorsement
	YES, 15 September 2007

	5. CBD PoWPA Activities (out of those eligible) to be supported
	Activities 2.1.2 and 3.1.6

	6. LDC country (Yes/No)
	YES

	7. SIDS country (Yes/No)
	YES

	8. Application submission date
	22-1-008

	9. Duration: (24 months maximum)
	24 months

	10. Contacts
	Contact for project substantial issues

Name: Tu’u’u Dr. Ieti Taule’alo

Title: Chief Executive Officer (CEO)
Ministry: MNRE

Phone: +(685) 30963 Fax: +(685) 23176

E-mail: tuuu.ieti@samoa.ws

	
	Contact for budget issues

Name: Ailepata Manila

Title: Accountant-Corporate Services

Ministry: MNRE

Phone: 25857 Fax: +(685) 23176

E-mail: ailepata.manila@mnre.gov.ws

	11. Financing plan, in US$

	Funding requested from GEF:
	USD 98,000

	Co-financing total, including:
	USD 265,000 confirmed

	
Government (MNRE)
	$ 185,000

	
NGOs (CI, SPBD)
	$ 60,000

	
UNESCO
	$ 20,000

	TOTAL FOR PROJECT BUDGET
	USD 363,000


acronyms

ADB

Asian Development Bank

AS

American Samoa

CBO

Community-Based Organization

CCA

Community Conservation Area

CDC

Cabinet Development Committee

CI

Conservation International

DBS

Development Bank of Samoa 

DEC

Division of Environment and Conservation
FD

Forestry Division

GA

Gap Analysis 

GCC

Global Climate Change

GEF

Global Environment Facility

GIS

Geographic Information Services

GOS

Government of Samoa

G-PAS

Global Environment Facility’s Pacific Alliance of Sustainability

IBA

Important Bird Area

IGAs

Income-Generating Activities

JICA

Japanese International Cooperation Agency

KBA

Key Biodiversity Area

MAF

Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries

MNRE

Ministry of Environment and Conservation

MWCSD
Ministry of Women, Community and Social Development

MPA

Marine Protected Area 

NGO

Non-Government Organization

NP

National Park

PA

Protected Area

PAM 

Protected Area Management

PAS

Protected Area System

PICTs

Pacific Island Countries and Territories

PIU

Project Implementation Unit

PoWPA
Programme of Works for Protected Areas

RD

Reserves Division of DEC/MNRE

SFIs

Sustainable Forestry Indicators

STIs

Sustainable Tourism Indicators

SPBD

South Pacific Business Development

SPREP

Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme

UNDP

United Nations Development Programme

WIBF

Women In Business Foundation

PART I
APPLICATION

Section I.1
Summary

I.1.A
Rationale and objective of the country project

Samoa is currently implementing Phase I of the PoWPA Country Action Grants Programme, which officially commenced in November, 2007, and focused on PA gap assessment (Activity 1.1.5) and PA training and curriculum (Activity 3.2.1). The products of the Phase I application, as are currently shaping, includes: an outline of sites for further designation, including sites where land tenure/management has to be negotiated with local villagers; new types of PA governance approved in law, including land co-managed between state and customary owners/users; and increased awareness and understanding of protected area management practices and biodiversity values.

This proposal for Phase II of the PoWPA Programme for Samoa will build on the emerging products of Phase I, and initiate a trial for the PA co-management governance arrangements, based on participatory site management planning process (PoWPA Activity 2.1.2 promoting innovative forms of PA governance engaging local communities). To support the uptake of biodiversity-friendly site management the project will support a revolving micro-fund for biodiversity incentives, addressing PoWPA Activity 3.1.6 “Identifying and establishing positive incentives that support the integrity and maintenance of protected areas and the involvement of indigenous communities and stakeholders in conservation”. The project has an additional value in that it will have a special focus on women (e.g. by engaging them in training and considering them as primary beneficiaries of the micro-fund assistance). The project is based on a neatly elaborated partnership of two government ministries (of environment and women), Conservation International (backing up the management planning negotiations and process, and training provider), and SPBD (co-funder of the revolving fund, its host and guarantor, as well as training provider). Opportunities for the engagement of Green Microfinance Organization (www.greenmicrofinance.org) will also be considered in the project.
There are now 13 declared protected areas (PAs) in Samoa, 3 of which are Marine Protected Areas (MPAs), covering 28,000 ha and 10,000 ha, respectively. Samoa aims to increase its protected areas coverage from 15% to 30% with the recent addition of 14,000 hectares of national parklands (NPs) on Savaii Island. Whilst the Samoan Government has targeted two new National Parks on Upolu Island for 2008, it has successfully also acquired Samoa’s largest mangrove forest close to Apia (land acquisition almost complete). On the background of these Government intentions, the Protected Area System (PAS) in Samoa continues to suffer from a number of barriers as previously outlined in Phase I application, and this application addresses Barrier 2 – the unresolved conflict between customary land ownership, government land ownership and conservation goals.

The rural and urban economic hardship currently facing Samoan landowners and PA stakeholders, including securing ongoing sustainable access to their land and resources, is compounded by the human population growth rate that continues to expand at a fast rate (doubling every 30-35 years). Population expansion is exacerbating the severity of Samoa’s national conservation efforts. There is, therefore, an urgent need to address this under-pinning socio-economic issue, hence engaging organizations like the Development Bank of Samoa (DBS) and the South Pacific Business Development (SPBD) is essential in the process of identification and application of positive incentives for biodiversity conservation (as per PoWPA Activity 3.1.6).

The rationale of the whole PoWPA two-Phase grant request is to take a holistic approach to tackling the three most important barriers of the Protected Areas System (PAS) in Samoa. While Phase I application focused on Barriers 1 and 3, the second Phase will test models to reconcile village land owners and biodiversity conservation, concentrating on Barrier 2. The two phases, implemented back-to-back, will enable Samoa to remove these key barriers, and through this, come closer to successful implementation of the relevant Goals of the PoWPA (Goals 2.1 and 3.1.). Further descriptions in the application concentrate, therefore, on Phase II only.
I.1.B
Expected outcomes, indicators, risks and mitigation measures

Phase II will be focusing on the critical issue of the conflicts between customary land ownership, government land ownership and conservation objectives, exacerbated by too few (as yet, untapped) rural and urban economic development opportunities, as well as the high human population growth and strong rural-urban migration. There is only one expected outcome for Phase II. The table below, for the purposes of this application, lists indicators and risks for it. Further description of activities is provided in Section and table I.4.D.
	Expected outcomes
	Indicators
	Risk associated with attaining the indicator (high, medium, or low)
	Risk mitigation measures

	Outcome 1.

A Samoa-tailored model for encouraging local people’s biodiversity-friendly activities in and around protected areas
	Ind.1.a

By month 20, at least 3 villages in Samoa sitting or neighboring on protected areas agree with the Government to adopt a co-operative land management model, as currently prescribed by the PA law. 

Ind.1.b

An agreement between Government, SPBD and CI on long-term USD 45,000 revolving micro-fund to support incentives for biodiversity-friendly livelihoods in and around protected areas.

Ind. 1.a

By month 20: Report showing biological and income improvement as a result of application of any combination of biodiversity-friendly activities funded by the revolving fund in 3 villages.
	Inability to set up a partnership to deliver resources for the biodiversity friendly incentives - Medium

Lack of central government commitment – low

Reluctance among local communities to modify behavior or engage in proposed biodiversity-friendly activities - Medium
	Early identification of a shortlist of possible partners now includes SPBD and METI, with further possible assistance from WIBF and UNESCO.

METI, Fisheries Division and/or MNRE to offer their Coral Farming Programmes 

Engagement of high levels of government.

Engagement of local village leaders from the outset to serve as facilitators of the uptake of biodiversity-friendly behavior.


Section I.2
Link to initial POWPA analysis and priority setting

Emergence of the UNDP/GEF Country Action Programme enabled Samoa to have a systemic analysis of the prospects for its PAS development. The brief analysis confirmed the main barriers preventing Samoa from strengthening its PAS, and mandated the Government to request assistance to tackle those identified barriers, focusing on PoWPA Activities 1.1.5 (Gap Assessment), 3.2.1 (Training and capacity building), as well as 2.1.2 (Indigenous people integration), the latter also emphasizing Activity 3.1.6 – employing positive incentives for the conservation in rural and urban villages. The details of the Initial PoWPA analysis and Priority Setting exercise are provided in Annex III.1 below. Among other things, Phase II is attempting to look at the positive being offered in American Samoa (AS) to PA stakeholders, learning from these nearby international experiences.
Section I.3
Action plan to implement the PoWPA
As such, Samoa does not have a formal action plan to implement the PoWPA. The 2010 biodiversity target and the PoWPA elements are covered through one-time projects and programmes. Thus, during 2000-2005 an additional National Park was created (Lake Lanoto’o) together with a series of small town reserves (PoWPA Goal 1.1). Over 60 locally managed village fisheries reserves are in place around the country (the same Goal). Restoration of two offshore islands is ongoing within the Aleipata District Marine Protected Area as part of its management plan (Goal 1.2). This Marine Protected Area project includes key turtle nesting areas as well as one of the key sites for the ground dove (a set of PoWPA goals).  A proposal is being developed for a GEF Medium-sized project to conserve a very large area of threatened lowland and upland forests on Savaii (a set of PoWPA goals). Mangrove conservation is one of the agreed objectives in the Safata Marine Protected Area Management Plan 2002-06. A project proposal is being submitted to Japan for work on mangroves and seagrass ecosystems. In addition, an MSP Project for GEF has been prepared to restore the mangroves of Vaiusu Bay recently damaged by dumpsites, land reclamation, pollution from storm drains and rivers, as well as global climate change.

There is a Cabinet decision pending adoption that would trigger the advent of 3 protected area governance options, namely: (a) Government protected sites managed by Government, (b) customary land managed by customary landowners, and (c-1) Government land managed jointly by Government and landowners and (c-2) Customary land managed jointly by Government and landowners. This activity comes with assistance from PoWPA Country Action Grants Phase I and through it the Government is addressing Goal 2.1 (promoting equity and benefit-sharing).
Samoa has a long history of analyzing and trialing the applicability of a wide range of PA governance types, many of them proving to be unsuccessful. Preceding the Cabinet Decision, a number of PA initiatives, funded by UNDP, UNESCO and JICA, have been exploring and fine-tuning these novel approaches including offers of joint PA management with resource owners, incentivization of resource owner including through conservation trust funds, etc. The level of cooperation over the past 10 years or more with over 20 villages involved in joint management with Government, as part of the above-mentioned and Government own–initiated projects, has translated into a somewhat successful menu of options of protected area governance, which is now proposed for the Cabinet Decision. It is important to understand that the Cabinet Decision on the forms of PA governance being proposed is in fact being brokered by the resource owners themselves, as 47 of the 49 Members of Parliament are themselves landowning chiefs. In short, in the past years preceding the preparation of the Cabinet Decision every precaution has been taken to ensure that a more enabling rather than a restricting process is been proposed to be put in law, which will successfully improve rural livelihood skills and raise adequate biodiversity conservation skills.
There is a detailed and progressive public relations exercise looming over the next few months to help bring all stakeholders together to discuss PoWPA, agree on a joint management strategy for biodiversity conservation and protected area management (PAM), especially PAs involving both government land (NPs and mangroves) and customary-owned conservation areas (CCAs), and hopefully including AS along with Samoa as Samoa may be using AS marine biologists to complete the marine GA for Samoa. The GOS remains the spearhead for these major initiatives, but there is an active role that two other groups (1) NGOs, and (2) local communities, play in the process.
Overall, the two-Phase PoWPA Country Action Grants approach presents a unique opportunity to address those goals and activities of the PoWPA, which while being a priority both for the country and the international community, have remained unattended so far due to lack of resources and capacities.

Section I.4
Project description
I.4.A.
Overview of the national protected area system
	PA category/type
	Quantity
	Surface area, hectares
	Corresponding IUCN category
	Management authority

	Mt Vaea Botanical Reserve and Palolo Deep Marine Reserve
	2
	52 and 22
	IV
	MNRE/DEC/RD

	National Parks (Lake Lanoto’o, O le Pupu Pue, Mauga Salafai, Lata and Falelima/Asau)
	5
	201, 4,892, 5,974, 3,200, 2,100 
	II
	MNRE/FD

	Nature Reserves (Cape Puava, Tusitala Historic)
	2
	404
	IV
	MNRE/RD/Community

	Other areas (the World Database on Protected Areas says Samoa has 24 “other (fisheries) protected areas” : now increased to 40 http://www.unep-wcmc.org/wdpa/
	60
	400-500
	IV
	MAF/Communities

	Community Conservation Areas

e.g. Tafua Rainforest Preserve and Falealupo Rainforest Preserve
	2
	Approx 2500
	IV
	village Fono with assistance from NGOs

	Marine Protected Areas (MPAs)
	2
	11,361
	IV
	MNRE/DEC/Communities

	Recreational Reserves
	12
	20
	III
	MNRE/DEC/RD


I.4.B
Threats to the protected areas

There are numerous threats to protected areas (PAs) in Samoa and these are described briefly below:
Threat 1.
Invasive species, both plant and animals, introduced as well as native, are causing havoc in Samoa’s terrestrial and/or marine ecosystems. Further studies/activities need to be conducted to address this problem by identifying invasive species, assessing their impacts and implementing restorative measures. Funding for eradicating invasive avian species in Samoa has just been secured by MNRE from GOS. One cane toad has just been identified in Samoa last month by Quarantine Division. SPREP have a regional invasive species plan under formulation, and this is receiving-PAS funding in 2008. Lists of Threatened Species in Samoa need to be compiled, especially in light of all the current impacts from invasive species.
Threat 2.
Marine pollution and over-exploitation of marine resources have severely depleted marine biodiversity in Samoa. MNRE has applied for an International Waters Project partially to address surface run-off from urban areas into the nearby Vaiusu Mangrove Conservation Area. MAF have also targeted off-shore fisheries practices to help take pressure off the over-fished in-shore fisheries, damaged also by fish poisons, dynamiting, coral disturbances by local villagers, siltation and global warming (coral bleaching – past 10 years has seen the worst record of coral bleaching in the Pacific according to USP specialist, Dr. Leon Zann). Local NGOs (such as METI) are involved with coral gardening and inshore fisheries management practices. MNRE, DEC and FD are actively involved in addressing such impacts on marine environments.
Threat 3.
Natural disasters and global warming, including cyclones, are continuing to have serious negative impacts on both marine and terrestrial ecosystems. The Pacific is facing rising sea levels, warming of oceans, possible increased severity and frequency of cyclones/storms, tsunami, earthquakes, underwater landslides, volcanoes and bushfires, all impacting biodiversity adversely. MNRE has taken measures to apply for global climate change adaptation and mitigation projects from G-PAS with the main intent on protecting biodiversity (including human beings). In addition, related man-made disasters also need to be addressed including deforestation, upper atmospheric pollution with local precipitation, toxic chemicals in the food-chains, nuclear testing impacts, poor urban planning, etc. The MNRE has upgraded its Meteorological Division, its Planning and Urban Management Division, its Renewable Energy Division, etc. in response to such threats.
Threat 4.
Non-sustainable forest clearance by customary landowners is continuing, and combined with storm damage and agriculture expansion into native forests by local farmers, is all severely depleting Samoa’s biodiversity. Samoa has had the highest annual deforestation rate amongst all PICTs at 3% pa, with less than 40% native forest cover remaining (with less than 0.5% original closed forest remaining). Whilst wholesale commercial logging has ceased, once primarily foreign-owned, local commercial logging interests are continuing to take their toll as the cattle industry grows. MNRE is designing new economic options to non-sustainable logging and combining this effort with a major national agro-forestry project with AusAID (2008-2013, but currently postponed).
Threat 5.
As Samoa’s closed forests are removed, and as the forest canopy is lost, drying of the understorey is inevitable, especially in low rainfall areas or during times of drought. Accidental bushfires have been devastating to local villagers in the past, and with global warming, the fire risks may increase. MNRE has taken a broad-brush holistic approach to managing biodiversity conservation in Samoa by concurrently addressing all the major threats mentioned above, including bushfires, and many of them closely linked with each other.
I.4.C.
Barriers and limitations preventing the existing PA system from achieving the targets of the CBD PoWPA

Barrier 1.
Biodiversity of Samoa still remains poorly understood (hence the completion of a detailed marine and terrestrial gap analysis in Phase I of this PoWPA Project). Protected areas (PAs) cannot, therefore, be clearly identified or expanded or even managed without proper knowledge of the biological components within (and even outside) these existing PAs and this is being addressed by Conservation International (CI) consultants and MNRE staff in Phase I, Activity 1.1.5 (country-wide gap analyses to be conducted by CI and MNRE staff, as well as a battery of other potential partners such as IUCN, Wetlands International, Institute of Research and Development [Noumea], Paris Museum of Natural History), (CI has recently published its KBA Manual for conducting gap analyses which the project is going to follow).
Barrier 2.
Unresolved conflict between customary land ownership, government land ownership and conservation goals is still a major barrier to biodiversity conservation. However, the management of National Parks by the GOS will set the example, help provide the resources to nearby customary landowners, and build capacity as environmental and economic trainings are completed. Less conflict can be expected as further economic development is assured. However, the provision of positive incentives for PAM is still vital if this barrier is to be addressed successfully (hence Phase II).
Barrier 3.
Capacity to do conservation research, conservation governance and conservation management is low. Poor capacity of village councils of Chiefs to be engaged in protected area management is compounded by financial hardship and insufficient training. Insufficient management plans for PAS are in place. However, Phases I & II will help address this barrier, together with increased capacity building and training tools/services within MNRE.
I.4.D
Project outcomes and activities, and PoWPA Activities related to outcomes
Through this project the Government, with its partners, will promote: (1) trial of land co-management models in and around protected areas, backed up by (2) protected area management planning, and (3) supporting, through a micro-financing revolving fund, a number of biodiversity-friendly activities that also serve as sustainable livelihoods opportunities. 
With assistance from CI, Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MNRE), and Ministry of Women, Community and Social Development (MWCSD), the project will first engage with Village Councils of Chiefs / local leaders to have initial discussions about ways to stimulate biodiversity-friendly behaviour (Action 1.1) and adopt land co-management models. 
In parallel to this, SPBD, jointly with CI, will conduct a marketing survey of most promising micro-enterprise types that would be worthy of support both from income-generation and biodiversity perspectives (Action 1.2). The menu of biodiversity enterprises to be supported as part of management plans in the 3 villagers currently includes 5 items. These are:

· Enhancing production of mudcrabs, molluscs, fish, clams, corals (coral gardening) and other fisheries products,

· Mangrove tree planting with provision of mangrove nurseries,

· Watersports activities and other income-generating opportunities,

· Educational field-trips along mangrove/rainforest boardwalks, and

· Community tourism activities, both marine and terrestrial.

All of these are subject to further marketing and biodiversity research (Action 1.2) before a decision is made by the project management group to offer them to villagers. The idea of the studies will be to (1) confirm biological benefit, (2) confirm availability of markets and value chains, namely the demand for the products/services, (3) confirm that the local villagers will have the potential and propensity to successfully start rendering the services/products. The five incentives above have been pre-selected based on expected feasibility of their uptake and financial risks (i.e. amount of capital that needs initially to be put into supporting a behavior/activity). There are a number of other biodiversity-friendly local livelihoods that require more efforts to roll out or more initial capital, which will also be considered in the research, including (a) engagement of local villagers in manufacturing furniture, boardwalks and accommodation fales out of recycled plastics, rather than wood; guinea-pig meat production, organic egg production. These are considered more like “long-term options”, which the project will “keep in mind” but is not likely to engage heavily within a 20-months perspective, rather – try to trigger their adoption once it is proven that the more accessible incentives/behaviors are well accepted by the local population. As for the educational field trips and ecotourism/community tourism, the idea to include those is based on vast pre-existing experience already in place in Samoa (meaning it will require little further effort to expand these activities while making them more heavily concentrated on biodiversity “hot-spots”, and introduce more professional biodiversity interpretation): the project will stimulate engagement of local villagers trying to increase the volume of tourism, targeting the domestic sector in the first place, namely school groups, Samoans returning to Samoa for a visit, American Samoans, local residents. But the research will further investigate the client group and feasibility of this type of enterprise, as well as its capacity to draw villagers away from biodiversity-unfriendly behaviours. Lessons learnt will further be used for tourism planning activities on a wider country scale.

As mangrove conservation is one of the agreed objectives in the Safata Marine Protected Area Management Plan 2002-06, this Phase II of the PoWPA Project will use the mangroves of Vaiusu Bay as a pilot site for Phase II (Vaiusu Bay was previously damaged by household waste dumpsite activities, land reclamation, pollution from storm drains and rivers, as well as global climate change impacts further undermining Samoa’s PAM initiatives). This activity does not have a more evident market value, yet it will be studied as well, as it relates to values promoted through tourism, or as habitat for certain species that could further be sustainably marketed.
Having sensitized the Councils of Chiefs, the project will next work together with them at 3 demonstration villages in Vaiusu Bay District to develop land management plans and discuss the roll-out of the biodiversity micro-finance fund. (Action 1.3). In the next action (Action 1.4), once the management plans have been endorsed by villagers and marketing robustness of a menu of micro-enterprises have been confirmed, the project will see the micro-revolving fund starting its operation in these three villages. Action 1.5 will be dedicated to training and coaching of potential micro-finance beneficiaries, with a special focus on women. Action 1.6 will be dedicated to replication, organizing 3 targeted workshops throughout the country, using local village leaders and beneficiaries of the micro-finance loans as presenters of experience. Protected area management in American Samoa is also being considered as a source of experience for Samoa. 
For the purposes of the micro-financing revolving fund, the project is based on a written commitment from SPBD to serve as a host and a co-capitalizer of the fund. The total capitalization of the fund is expected to be USD 45,000, of which USD 20,000 will be provided by SPBD, and the rest by the proposed project partners such as NZAID, ADB, DBS and MWCSD, while the GEF portion will be used for technical assistance in setting up and operation of the fund. SPBD has a decades’ long track record of successful micro-financing activities in Samoa, an excellent partnership with the MNRE, and willingness to expand into biodiversity-friendly realm of micro-financing. SPBD has a proven model (protocols and processes) for issuing and monitoring the use of loans, thus minimizing the bureaucracy behind the operation of the micro-financing revolving fund. Given the new biodiversity meaning of the proposed fund, SPBD has agreed to cooperate with CI and MNRE during the marketing research for the identification of eligible enterprises to be supported, for the development of monitoring protocols (that would need to measure not only the economic solvency of the activity, but also its biodiversity meaning). In line with its development agenda, SPBD targets women as primary micro-finance beneficiaries, and this policy will also be applied in the case of the project, producing (hopefully) an important gender value. The SPBD is committed to continue the operation of the fund after the project ends. SPBD also sees opportunities for combiging the emerging biodiversity fund with ‘home improvements’ loans, especially for re-located villagers. The Government of Samoa is assisting in every possible way by providing cheap freehold land and assistance with socio-economic strengthening, in order to resolve social issues on the one hand, but also to avoid as much as possible biodiversity unfriendly behavior, on the other.
For the trainings, CI and MNRE will be engaged in provision of modules that deal with PA management planning and designation and provision of pro-biodiversity services. SPBD, in its turn, has contributed in-kind resources for training on business and financial management, as well as in marketing assistance. 

	PoWPA activities to be addressed
	Project outcomes that correspond to PoWPA activities
	Activities per each outcome (please see comments above) 

	Activity 2.1.2 Recognizing and promoting a broad set of PA governance types,

and

Activity 3.1.6 Identifying and establishing positive incentives that support the integrity and maintenance of protected areas and the involvement of indigenous and local communities and stakeholders in conservation
	Outcome 1.

A Samoa-tailored model for encouraging local people’s biodiversity-friendly activities in and around protected areas
	Action 1.1 Sensitizing Councils of Chiefs / local village leaders towards biodiversity friendly behaviors:

1.1.1 At the project outset, the project’s local management group will be formed, including MNRE, MWCSD, CI and SPBD. It will meet to agree on which PAs/villages to choose for demonstration.

1.1.2 In each of the identified villages consultations will be held with local leaders to discuss:

· The process of preparing a combined village land and protected area management plan. Consultations on this point will help clarify: (a) how best to organize the plan preparation exercise? (b) How to deal with issues of land purchase (if necessary), relocation of displaced villagers (if necessary).

· What governance type the future PA will have. Possibilities for adopting a co-management model.

· What such a plan may constitute: discussing the future content of the village land use/protected area management plan, including application of possible biodiversity/livelihood incentives. 

· Clarifying the SPBD micro-finance terms and application process, monitoring protocols to measure the success of the incentives once it is implemented by local villagers. [SPBD will monitor the success based on increased income p.a. per recipient; CI will have indicators for biodiversity impacts]. 

· Discuss other issues that might be pertinent, such as who will finance and implement habitat restoration activities (to be funded by Government of Samoa) and dumpsite clearance (as required) (to be funded by Government of Samoa)

	
	
	Action 1.2. Marketing research of the menu of biodiversity / sustainable livelihood micro-enterprises

1.2.1 This will be subcontracted to SPBD and CI to clarify:
· Demand: value chains, marketing obstacles,
· Supply: capacity of local villagers to carry out activities; training needs, and
· Biological impacts, including set of indicators that could be used to measure the biological success of the micro-enterprise

	
	
	Action 1.3. Development of 3 management plans

1.3.1 After consultations with leaders are closed and marketing research has produced data, carry out the initial all-village workshop in each of the identified sites. The workshops will be co-facilitated by CI and include as presenters Government, SPBD, and local leaders. The purpose of the workshops will be to initiate the process of preparing the combined protected area and village land management plan. The workshop’s agenda will be constructed so as to discuss and reach agreement on:

· the expected governance type of the protected area,

· the land purchase question (if pertinent and achieved by GOS)

· the resident relocation question (if pertinent and managed by GOS)

· the expected content of the management plan, i.e. concrete activities that will be allowed at which parts of the land, and which activities will be ruled out for the sake of biodiversity

· Confirming people’s interest in any of the biodiversity / livelihood micro-enterprises.

1.3.2 Having the results of the initial path-finder workshops in each village, CI and its partners, in continued consultations with local leaders will work together to develop first drafts of combined village and PA plans. These will also provide in more detail the uptake of the biodiversity / livelihoods incentives in each village.

1.3.3 Second workshops will be held in each village to present the draft management and village plans, and to seek agreement from villagers.

	
	
	Action 1.4 Launch of micro-finance fund to support implementation of management plans in 3 villages

1.4.1 After agreement for the plans is received from villages, the project management group will launch the disbursement of the funds to support the economic incentives in each village. A protocol will be defined and used by the Incentive Partnerships Group for applying for incentives, and supervision of their implementation. The supervision of implementation will have to be such as to enable reporting of the results to both Government of Samoa, as well as to the Country Action Grants programme. The SPBD micro-finance mechanism will be used to “channel” the funds to support the incentives.

1.4.2 Support of the incentive that deals with educational trips will envisage basic capacity building for an Information Center that will help local villagers and students with information and advice during the project and after the project end.

	
	
	Action 1.5 Training in biodiversity micro-enterprises

1.5.1 Joint training sessions will be carried out by CI and SPBD in each village on application of identified incentives and implementation of other management planning activities as agreed in management plans.

1.5.2 SPBD will continue to provide marketing support to its beneficiaries through the life of the project and beyond.

	
	
	Action 1.6 Triggering replication 

1.6.1 In the last month of project implementation, a compilation of lessons learnt will be produced by the Incentive Partnership Group and printed in 1,000 copies. Special focus will be on (1) viability of land co-management models in protected area in Samoa, (2) viability of micro-financing as an incentive for biodiversity friendly behaviour.

1.6.2 Finally, the management group, together with local leaders who participated in the project, will organize and facilitate a series of 3 further workshops in new areas of Samoa to present the experience and trigger replication of similar models.


I.4.E.
Related projects and initiatives (not included in co-financing)

The MNRE realizes the importance of defining and monitoring sustainability indicators, including Sustainable Forestry Indicators (SFIs) in the new National Forest Policy for Sustainable Development and the Strategy for the Conservation of Biological Diversity as highlighted in Activities 1.1.1, 4.1.2 and 4.2.1. Little to no indicator research is being conducted holistically in Samoa to help bring about sustainability, despite previous sustainable tourism indicator (STI) initiatives within Samoa’s tourism sector (SPREP, Indicator Handbook, 2002).
The GOS aims to increase the capacity of environmental NGOs, and two such NGOs which have never been involved in such conservation agreements (namely METI and SPBD) have possibly done more to promote economic sustainability within many of Samoa’s conservation villages than the main Samoan environmental NGOs which were supposedly dedicated to biodiversity conservation. Also, SPBD’s micro-credit financing scheme has been highly successful with over 3000 new businesses formed for village women, and METI has promoted traditional practices and coral farming with the creation of overseas’ markets for these new commercial products. In addition, UNESCO is being approached to meet KBA/IBA Booklet publication costs of $USD20,000 with related educational and scientific services.
	Project name
	Funding: source and amount, US$
	Implementing agency(ies)
	Which PoWPA activities are supported and how

	Micro-financing in Samoa
	SPBD
	SPBD
	1.2.1, 1.1.4, 2.1.2

3.1.5, 3.1.6, 3.2.1

	Organic Farming, business development for women
	METI
	METI
	1.2.1, 1.1.4, 2.1.2

3.1.5, 3.1.6, 3.2.1

	KBA/IBA Booklet
	UNESCO
	UNESCO
	3.2.1


Section I.5
Stakeholder involvement

The GOS remains the spearhead for PoWPA initiatives, but there is an active role that two other groups (1) NGOs, and (2) local communities, also play in the process. Their role has been noted already in Phase I of the Country Action Grants project, the stage of ecological PA gap analysis, and implementation of Activity 3.2.1, the PA training program. Without the cooperation of all stakeholders, including the village Councils of Chiefs, little progress would be made in any on-the-ground activities related to implementation of the Country Action Grants. In addition, cooperation is also required between all the neighboring villages if true sustainability can be acquired in terms of biodiversity conservation and the attainment of sustainable economic livelihoods, and this will be one of the points targeted by the project, in its replication efforts (in the latter stages of the project implementation). 
The key new partnership, now emerging in Phase II is the partnership of two Government Ministries (Environment and Women), and key NGOs (SPBD and CI), agreeing to join funds in this project to support the identified PA governance types and biodiversity incentives. Section I.4.D clearly describes roles of various partners in each project activity.
	Stakeholder
	Mechanism for involvement in the project

	GOS, MNRE, Ministry of Women (MWCSD)
	Project management via Reserves Division, chair of the project management group, facilitator of dialog with local leaders and land-users.

	Conservation International (NGO)
	Supplier of technical expertise and resources for the management planning process and application of incentives; expertise for training of local villagers in adoption of incentives, member of the project management group

	SPBD (NGO and micro-financing institution)
	Supplier of technical expertise and resources for the management planning process and application of incentives; member of the project management group

	Development Bank of Samoa (DBS)
	Potential supplier of resources to support the biodiversity incentives, member of the Incentive Partnership group

	Neighbouring villages, village chiefs
	Engagement in biodiversity incentives and discussions on land status and protected area management, participation in trainings.

	SPREP
	Facilitation of the Samoan project experiences wider in the region, including outreach to other governments of the Pacific


Section I.6
Monitoring and evaluation of expected outcomes

Overall project implementation will be managed by the Ministry of Natural Resources Environment (MNRE). The Ministry will designate a project manager, who will work closely with the project management group, but no project funds will be used to pay salaries to the Government officials. The project manager will manage the project activities through sub-contracting experts and also partner organizations. All expected outcomes of the project will be monitored by the project manager and MNRE. As described in Section I.4.D, biodiversity impacts of the project will be measured by CI, income-generation will be measured by SPBD, impact on women will be measured by the Ministry of Women. 
In the second year of the project, a 3-day evaluation mission will be undertaken to Samoa, to assess project progress (conducting meetings with project partners, and possibly having site visits to protected areas), and report back, on an independent basis, to the Project Implementation Unit. $USD3,000 has been allocated for the international fee and travel (in lump sum) in the project budget (International Consultants). The consultant will be selected based on UNDP/UNOPS procedures.

The following table describes specific M&E activities.

	Type of M&E activity
	Responsible party (ies)
	Timeframe

	1. Inception report
	MNRE / project manager
	Week 4

	2. Quarterly technical and financial reports
	MNRE / project manager
	Weeks 13, 26, 39, 52, 65, 78 and  91

	3. One-page travel reports
	MNRE / project manager
	Weeks 26, 52, 78 and 104

	4. Evaluation mission
	MNRE / project manager jointly with Global Project Coordinator
	Second year.

	5. Project completion report, including all biodiversity, income-generation, and gender data
	MNRE, jointly with CI, SPBD, and Ministry of Women
	Week 104


Section I.7
Budget
I.7.A and I.7.B Estimated project costs and budget lines
	Activities
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1.1 Consultations with village leaders
	5,500
	25,000
	30,500

	Consultants
	4,000
	
	

	Travel
	1,500
	
	

	1.2. Marketing value chain research and biodiversity impact research for micro-enterprises
	18,000
	45,000
	63,000

	Consultant/agencies
	18,000
	
	

	1.3. Development of management plans in 3 villages
	17,000
	65,000
	82,000

	Consultants
	7,000
	
	

	Workshops
	10,000
	
	

	1.4 Micro-finance activities
	25,000
	20,000
	45,000

	Consultant/agencies
	25,000
	
	

	1.5 Training of local villagers in biodiversity friendly enterprises
	7,000
	40,000
	47,000

	Consultants/agencies
	5,000
	
	

	Travel
	2,000
	
	

	1.6 Triggering country-wide replication 
	15,700
	50,000
	65,700

	Publications
	2,700
	
	

	Workshops
	6,000
	
	

	Travel
	2,000
	
	

	Consultants
	2,000
	
	

	International consultant (mid term evaluation)
	3,000
	
	

	Project management budget/costs*, (including audit
 cost specified separately in the brackets)
	9,800 (2,000)
	20,000
	29,800

	TOTAL
	98,000
	265,000
	363,000


I.7.C
Co-financing (provide information on all co-finance sources directly relevant to the PoWPA activities which are the focus of this application)

	Institution
	Classification
	Type
	Amount (US$)

	
	
	
	Confirmed*
	Unconfirmed

	MNRE
	Government
	Cash
	185,000
	

	CI
	NGO
	In-kind
	40,000
	

	SPBD
	Micro-finance institution
	Cash
	20,000
	

	UNESCO
	International UN Organization
	In-kind (15,000), cash (5,000)
	20,000
	

	Total co-financing
	265,000
	


* Letter of endorsement and co-financing are available separately
PART ii
Response to ITRC review and comments

	ITRC Possible Comments
	Response from project team

	There is a need to maintain an “open” approach to the existing forms of PA governance and the full range of governance types, while pursuing co-management arrangements. The project activities could be strengthened  by undertaking an assessment of existing governance arrangements and the potential for recognizing the full range of governance types, for the existing and potential set of Pas in the country.  In other words, there is a need to ensure that the expected Cabinet decision on forms of PA governance, is used in an enabling rather than restricting way, as the application of a law can stifle the very innovations it seeks to recognize. How will the project address that?
	Samoa has a long history of analyzing and trialing the applicability of a wide range of PA governance types, many of them proving to be unsuccessful. Preceding the Cabinet Decision, a number of PA initiatives, funded by UNDP, UNESCO and JICA, have been exploring and fine-tuning these novel approaches including offers of joint PA management with resource owners, incentivization of resource owner including through conservation trust funds, etc. The level of cooperation over the past 10 years or more with over 20 villages involved in joint management with Government, as part of the above-mentioned and Government own–initiated projects, has translated into a somewhat successful menu of options of protected area governance, which is now proposed for the Cabinet Decision. It is important to understand that the Cabinet Decision on the forms of PA governance being proposed is in fact being brokered by the resource owners themselves, as 47 of the 49 Members of Parliament are themselves landowning chiefs. In short, in the past years preceding the preparation of the Cabinet Decision every precaution has been taken to ensure that a more enabling rather than a restricting process is been proposed to be put in law, which will successfully improve rural livelihood skills and raise adequate biodiversity conservation skills.


PART iii
Annexes

Annex III.1
Outcomes of the initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting 
III.1.A

The initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting process 
Emergence of the UNDP/GEF Country Action Programme enabled Samoa to have a systemic analysis of the prospects for its PAS development. Samoa undertook a brief Initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting exercise and conducted two workshops in late September 2007 with the funds from the Initial PoWPA Analysis. The brief analysis confirmed the main barriers preventing Samoa from strengthening its PAS, and mandated the Government to request assistance to tackle those identified barriers, focusing on PoWPA Activities 1.1.5 (Gap Assessment), 3.2.1 (Training and capacity building), as well as 2.1.2 (Indigenous people integration into PA governance types), which also linked to Activity 3.1.6 incentives to PA management that engage local communities.. The workshops served the purpose of (1) in-depth presentation and analysis of PoWPA to stakeholders/resource owners and its links to the on-going protected area planning, and (2) detailed planning for the implementation of the two phases of the UNDP/GEF supported projects. Government has since taken the lead in acquiring even more land for the PAS, this time including valuable mangroves close to Apia, Samoa’s capital. The prospects of declaring another MPA is excellent and this PoWPA Project Phase II Workplan will be endorsed by the Cabinet Development Committee (CDC) within the next few months (by April, 2008). A Cabinet Submission has also been proposed by MNRE to seek approval for the 3 PAS governance types, all of them piloted within this PoWPA Project, Phase I. In addition, Government is encouraging its Ministries to offer positive incentives for PAM, as currently being proposed in Phase II.
III.1.B

Initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting outcomes

It is evident from the workshop preparation process that all stakeholders, including Government, are making strong commitments to further encourage Samoa to have an on-going systemic analysis of potential improvements in the prospects for better PAS development and PAM. The workshops, focussed on PoWPA Activities 1.1.5 (Gap Assessment), 3.2.1 (Training and Capacity Building), as well as 2.1.2 (Indigenous People Integration and governance types). Government has since assisted JICA with its PAM Project, submitted a $USD1.6 million G-PAS Proposal for Sustainable Forest Management with the sole intent on strengthening PAM and building socio-economic opportunities. However, this PoWPA Phase II will offer the positive incentives needed to improve PAM, both marine and terrestrial.
III.1.C
Linkage between initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting outcomes and activities proposed under this application

MNRE, in collaboration with PA resource owners and other stakeholders, including new PoWPA Project partners, have identified key positive incentives to address the barriers raised in the Initial PoWPA Analysis. An emphasis on sustainable livelihood creation has been earmarked for Phase II, supported by a microfinancing partner, SPBD. This alliance will underpin Phase II outputs. In addition, cooperation is being sought from American Samoa to simultaneously complete a marine and terrestrial GA that covers the entire archipelago, sharing information and resources. This initiative is an integral component of the ‘Two Samoa Talks’ where cooperation on PAM is being sought, possibly opening-up opportunities for more positive incentives.
III.1.D
Maps, records, relevant scientific publications and 
additional web-links

Whilst parallel funding has been sourced from G-PAS for biodiversity conservation (see http://gef-passamoa.blogspot.com, another blog, http://PoWPASamoa.blogspot.com has been proposed to coordinate this PoWPA Project (Phases I & II) over the next 2 years. Additional PAM data from American Samoa will be included on this blog, and hopefully be used to finalize a complete marine and terrestrial GA for both Samoas, AS and Samoa.
Conservation International and MNRE, upon completion of the GA, will publish GIS PAS Maps and produce a KBA/IBA Booklet for circulation, acknowledging sponsorship and guidance from PoWPA, UNDP and GEF.
Annex III.2
GEF OFP endorsement and Government Co-Financing letter

Attached separately.
� Please note that a financial audit is necessary for every project annually.
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